University of Northern Iowa

UNI ScholarWorks
Documents - Faculty Senate

Faculty Senate

3-11-1985

University of Northern Iowa Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes,
March 11, 1985
University of Northern Iowa. Faculty Senate.

Let us know how access to this document benefits you
Copyright ©1985 Faculty Senate, University of Northern Iowa
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.uni.edu/facsenate_documents
Part of the Higher Education Commons

Recommended Citation
University of Northern Iowa. Faculty Senate., "University of Northern Iowa Faculty Senate Meeting
Minutes, March 11, 1985" (1985). Documents - Faculty Senate. 483.
https://scholarworks.uni.edu/facsenate_documents/483

This Minutes is brought to you for free and open access by the Faculty Senate at UNI ScholarWorks. It has been
accepted for inclusion in Documents - Faculty Senate by an authorized administrator of UNI ScholarWorks. For
more information, please contact scholarworks@uni.edu.

.

Faculty Senate Minutes
March 11, 1985
1345
ANNOUNCEMENTS
1.

Remarks from Vice President and Provost Martin.

CALENDAR
2.

386

NE\~/OLD

3.

A request from the Department of English that the Senate establish
a seven-member ad hoc University Writing Committee to study several
issues concerning writing skills courses (see Appendix A). Docketed
in regular order. Docket 325.
BUSINESS

Report from the committee studying a University Club.

DOCKET
4.

382

321

A request for Senate action on the proposal to transfer the
Department of Economics to the School of Business. (Because
of the length of materials, copies of lett~rs from Dean Morin
and other interested parties may be seen by contacting your
College Senator.) The Senate returned to the petitioner with
a request for additional information and documentation.

The Senate was called to order at 3:15 p.m. on t1arch 11, 1985, in the Board
Room by Chairperson Boots.
Present: Baum, Boots, Dowell, Duea, Elmer, Erickson, Glenn, Goulet, Hallberg,
Heller, Kelly, Krogmann, Patton, Peterson, Remington, Richter, Sandstrom,
Story, Stockdale (~ officio).
Alternates:

Davis for Evenson.

Members of the press were asked to identify themselves.
journalism class was in attendance.

Todd Brown from the

ANNOUNCEMENTS
1. Vice President and Provost Martin said a report was on its way to the
Senators from the Committee on International Studies. He also expressed
concern on a move in the legislature to cut the Regents' appropriations.
CALENDAR
2. 386 A request from the Department of English that the Senate establish
a seven-member ad hoc University Writing Committee to study several issues
concerning writlng-sKills courses (see Appendix A).
Hallberg/Erickson moved to docket in regular order.

Motion passed.

Docket 325.

NEW/OLD BUSINESS
3. The Chair reported that the committee studying the feasibility of a University
Club has evaluated the return questionnaire and two-thirds of those were in
favor of establishing a club. The committee will continue to meet and report
back to the Senate at a later date.
DOCKET
382 325 A request for Senate action on the proposal to transfer the Department
of Economics to the School of Business.
Davis/Goulet moved to approve the request to transfer.
The Chair invited Vice President Martin, Deans Morin and Waller, and Dr. Anderson
to make opening statements.
Vice President Martin said if a department wishes to join a different college and
if the college agrees, even with the departure college's objection, the move should
be allowed.
Dean Morin said this was not a matter of whether the university lives or dies
but a test of principle. He feels there has not been appropriate consultation
and he would advocate against the move.
Dean Waller said he felt his role was that of a broker. He called meetings,
answered questions on budget etc. He said if the move is agreeable to both
faculties and fits in with the mission of the university, it should be approved.
He said one of the concerns expressed was the economics liberal arts major. He
stated that he did not feel that this would be a problem.
Dr. Anderson said he tried to be open and above board. The Department of Economics
faculty spent many hours discussing the move. He said three heads in his college
said they did not want them to go but would support the move.
Goulet asked Anderson how strongly the department felt about moving.
Anderson said a secret ballot had been conducted and no one was being forced to
move against their will.
Kelly asked Anderson what would be the advantage to the move.
Anderson said there was not one but several. The majority of their students
are from the School of Business, both graduate and undergraduate. The international program and curricular matters are also good reasons. Anderson said
it was inconvenient to work between two colleges.
Kelly said he was concerned we would be establishing a precedent.
Vice President Martin if we were opening up a can of worms.

He asked

Martin said he was not sure there is a conventional collegiate structure. Most
of our other departments would not logically fit in other colleges. He said he
was not aware of any new prospects for collegiate moves.
Story said she was concerned Economics would lose its liberal arts focus.
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Anderson said the opponent's primary concern was the liberal arts degree.
felt that this would not be a problem.

Anderson

Stockdale said his concern was down the road when in time the present dean and
head would change. He said he felt we were giving a symbolic message that our
emphasis is more vocational than liberal arts. Secondly, he said that the course
offerings may not change in one or two years but in time the emphasis could
change with a change in personnel. Thirdly, academic freedom may be curbed
or restricted because of the change in emphasis.
Hallberg said he didn't feel he understood the issues until he received Dean
Morin's letter last Friday. He said the argument of what will happen in the
future is not relevant to the concerns of here and now. Decisions must be
based on the present.
Krogmann said we have no previous procedures for departmental moves, and we are
now establishing those procedures. She said Economics did not take the proposal
to the Executive Council and she was concerned that this cuts across two colleges
without consultation. She asked if the deans and the Council of Department
Heads had considered this.
Davis said procedures were followed.

There was a colleee faculty meeting.

Martin said the deans did not consider this as he felt the Senate was the
proper forum.
Rider said he had raised several questions he felt the Senate needed answers for
in order to make a decision. He said the Senate had a request, not a proposal.
Professor Hays, Chair of the Executive Council of the College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences, said he apologized for the lateness of his letter. He
said a draft of the letter was sent to each department. Of the nine members,
seven were in favor and two opposed the letter. He said they had a philosophical
concern.
Patton said he keeps hearing people rushing to protect the Department of
Economics, but he doesn't hear the department wanting to be protected.
Professor Whitsett said he felt the issue was the signal we send that we are
lessening our support of the liberal arts. He feels business schools emphasize
different things than liberal arts departments.
Dowell said he agreed with Rider. The lack of information was troubling. Voting
against the request would be difficult with both the department and the college in
favor. He asked if there was a financial gain in moving to the School of Business.
Story said her department was not purely a professional department. She feels
every department on campus has a mixture of professional and liberal arts. She
would abstain on the vote because her personal feelings are in favor but her
college is against.
Peterson asked for a precise explanation of the advantaees of the move.
Anderson said he understands the concern about liberal arts. He said his
faculty did an unofficial survey in the fall in upper-division classes. Students
were overwhelmingly business majors. The students think Economics is already
in the School of Business. It would be more convenient for the Department of
Economics i f it were in the School of Business.
3

Duea said she was concerned at the lack of a formal proposal. She was also
concerned with the implication that people must be in the same college to
cooperate. In her capacity at the Lab School, she deals with students with
majors other than education and receives good cooperation all along the line.
Professor F. Abraham said the procedures last summer consisted of a rather
loose discussion of the move. The operative command was if we wanted to go to
the School of Business and if they wanted us, that was all there was to it.
There is no such thing as a business economist. Quite often the feeling is
that if an economist got a taste of reality, they would be better for it.
said he was in agreement that the reasons are not clearly stated.
The School of Business was formed six years ago and the Department of Economics
decided to remain in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences. He asked if
someone could explain what happened to change that decision.
Remi~gton

Waller said they were new and solving many problems at the time and Economics
decided it would wait and see how the school developed.
Goulet said at the time there was a discussion between the faculties. The
faculty was evenly divided about what to do. It was finally decided to take
a wait-and-see attitude.
Professor Gilgen said he would like the Senate to be sure they have enough
information. There is a tendency to bend to the marketplace and this could
be a potential problem.
Patton said the opposition comes from departments not directly involved. He
has not heard anything that scares him about academic freedom or liberal arts.
Anderson said again some reasons are control over curriculum, the students they
serve, the MBA program, high student load, reduction in staff and the Center for
Economic Development. They would like to be a party to that. There are nine
economists counting on the Senate to support their request.
Krogmann asked if Economics moves will business students be given priority for
your classes over other majors.
Anderson responded and said the registration procedures would remain as they
are at the present time.
Sandstrom said there seems to be no one author for the request.
in time will be transformed.

He feels Economics

navis said the author is plain in Waller's letter as to who discussed the matter
with whom.
Waller said the proposal came out of the long-range planning meeting with upperadministrators.
Kelly said he was not sure he was ready to vote.
for consultation and documentation.

Maybe this should go back

Goulet said half the meeting has been spent on whether we have the right
information. Questions have been answered. What else can we get?
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Remington said questions have not been answered.
contested by the department.

Data from Dean Morin has been

Kelly/Remington moved a substitute motion that the request be returned to
petitioners with a request for additional information and documentation.
Patton said if we approve this motion, logically we must tell them what
additional information is sought.
Story said this was returned once and to go through the cycle again is not productive.
Martin said it would be helpful to know what the Senate required.
one list would be provided with a deadline.

He would hope

Rider said he would like seven specific questions answered (see Appendix B).
The Chair said the Vice President answered these as well as he could, but he
could not speak for Waller or Anderson.
Hallberg said they were dealing with political questions; data is not available.
Professor McCullagh suggested a rationale be submitted on how it would benefit
the university as a whole and also the Department of Economics.
Anderson said he did have input into the Vice President's letter. He feels
the faculty of the Department of Economics is in a precarious position. He
asked the Senate to be specific about the information they required.
Martin said he would carefully read the Senate Minutes to ascertain exactly
what information the Senators were requesting.
Question on the substitute motion was called.
six nays.

Motion passed with nine ayes and

Question on the motion to return the request to the petitioner with a request
for additional information and documentation was called. Motion passed with
eight ayes and seven nays.
The Chair stated that the Senate could move to place the matter at the head of
the docket when appropriate materials had been received.
Erickson/Heller moved the Senate adjourn at 5:42 p.m.

Motion passed.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Engen
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests
are filed with the secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date,
Wednesday, March 20, 1985.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSAL TO THE UNIVERSITY SENATE
Backaround and Current Status of Writing at UNI
We ask the University Senate to support the following two
proposals:
1. That the University Senate establish a 7-member
ad hoc Univers~ty Writing Committee.
Membership would consist of one representative from
the College of Education, College of Humanities and
Fine Arts, College of Natural Sciences, College of
Social and Behavioral Sciences, and the School of
Business; one representat~ve from the Department of
English Language & Literature; and one representative
from the Administration.
Committee would be appointed by the Chair of the
Senate ~n consultation with the Curriculum Committees
of the Colleges and School of Business, and approved
by the Senate.

Th~s

2. That the charges for this new Committee

!970 -- UNI faculty votes to end longtime requirement of
successful completion of two writing courses for
all baccalaureate candidates.
1977 -- UNI faculty votes to establish a graduation
requirement of a "pass" on a Wr~ting Competency
Examination for all baccalaureate candidates.
1978

Writ~ng

1981

Writing Across the Curriculum Program initiated by
the UNI Office of Academic Affairs.

such a course (incorporating recent research ~n
~n writ~ng) will be offered experimentally by the
Department of English Language & Literature
during the 1985-86 academic year.
bl To study the desirability of implementing a
required upper division writing emphasis course
for each academic major.
c) To consider recommending the establishment of a
standing University Writing Committee to address
the larger concerns of the University's writing
programs, including
ll integrating university writing requirements
with the General Education Program;
21 expanding the Writing Across the Curriculum
Program; and

3) encouraging coherence in the University's
total writing program.

Examinat~on

begins.

May 1984 -- the UNI Select Committee on University Planning
report expresses the need for UN! students to
develop competency in written communication as
part of their general educat~on program.
Fall 1984 --

~nclude:

al To consider recommend~ng for faculty adoption
the replacement of the present Writing
Competency Examination graduation
requirement with a required 3-hour lower
division writing course for all UNI candidates
for a baccalaureate degree.

Competency

Summary:

Admiss~on

standards are raised to increase the
high school writing requirement for those
enter~ng the University.

From 1970 to 1985, it has been possible for a UNI
student to graduate without having had any
~nstruction in written communication.
It is
becoming clear that this ~s no longer adequate for
demands made upon our graduates.

Question: Why a University Writing Committee?
Since 1981, UNI has had a Writing Across tne Curriculum Program,
chaired by Evelyn Wood and Charlene Eblen from the Department of
English Language & Literature. The formation of this Comm~ttee
reflects a national education trend recognizing that writing is
· nat the business of an English Department only, but of every
College, Department, and teacher in a university.
Since 1981, more than 100 L~I faculty have participated in 3
Across the Curriculum Workshops conducted by Dr. Toby
Fulwiler of the University of Vermont. These Workshops have been
designed to help faculty use writing in all courses to underscore
concepts and further instructional goals. The Workshops also
help fac~lty become more comfortable in assigning and evaluating
student writ~ng. (See List of Writ~ng Across the Curriculum
?articipants attached. l

lirit~ng

APPENDIX A (cont.)
21 Recent national and state

educat~on task forces
have stressed the need for more practice and
ir.struction in writing. The 1983 report of the
National Commission on Excellence in Education,
A Nation At Risk, called for greater attention
to student writing at all educational levels.

UNI's Writing Across the Curriculum Program has received w~de
and enthus~astic support, and we believe it is in keeping with
the philosophy of Writing Across the Curriculum that the
Committee expand to become a Un1versity Writing Committee
composed of representatives from every UNI College and School,
and from the Adm1n1stration, which has strongly supported this
concept.
We believe that such a University Writing Committee would be the
best vehicle for recommending to the Senate and faculty
guidelines for a comprehensive writing program at the University
of Northern Iowa, and for continu~ng the Writing Across the
Curriculum Program.

Question:

Why return to a required lower division writing
course?

Three changes have occurred since 1970. when UNI dropped its
~ongtime requirement of successful completion of two writing
courses for all candidates earn1ng baccalaureate degrees:
ll A renewed understanding of writing as a powerful
tool for learning has emerged from the relatively
new discipline of composition research. This new
research, on both the development of writing ability
and the teaching of writ1ng, has revealed that
students need steady practice in a variety of
writing processes and modes in order to best employ
this tool for thinking, learning, and commun1cating.

State task forces have echoed this call, and Iowa
employers and parents have frequently voiced
concern about the quality of employee and student
writing.
31

The UNI community has shown its concern regarding
student writing in a number of ways. In recent years,
students have become increas1ngly aware of their
writing deficiencies, and many faculty have vo~ced
their concern as well.
In the fall of 1984, adm~ssion standards were changed
to ~ncrease the high school writing requirement for
those entering the University. !n May of 1984, the
Select Committee on Univers~ty Planning expressed in
1ts final report the need for UNI students to develop
competency in written commun~cation as part of their
general education program. President Curris, in his
response to this SCUP report (May 16, 1984), endorsed
this communication competency.
In a report to the State Board of Regents September 19,
1984, Dean Thomas Thompson stated: "We need to require
a course in writing from every student graduating from
UNI • . • . The large majority of the faculty of the
College and the University concur."
Indeed, in the spring of 1984, several faculty members
who had participated in the Writing Across the
Curriculum Workshop informally circulated a petition
asking that a required lower division writing course be
made a part of UNI's general education requirement. This
oetition, submitted to the General Education Committee
iast April, garnered over 130 faculty s1gnatures. (See
attached petition.)
Thus we believe that the time is ripe for UNI to return
to required lower division coursework in writing for all
students. A required 3-hour lower division writing
course would instill in every UNI student an
understanding of the power of wr~ting as a tool for
thinking, learning, and communicating; it would give UNI
faculty assurance that students in their courses had
experience in generating a variety of forms of written
communication.

APPENDIX A (cont.)

Question: Why would an upper division writing emphasis. course in
each academic major be desirable?
Writing abillty when neglected deteriorates. A single writing
course is not an inoculation against future writing problems.
Current research in composition reveals that to maintain and to
develop writing ability, students need to write regularly and
frequently.
Writing Across the Curriculum Program addresses this need,
out it alone is not enough. An upper division writing component,
which would ask students to wrlte ln the modes and styles of
their academic discipline, would be an asset to every student.
Not only would such a component lmprove student s' writing
abilities, but it would also help them understand the discipline
they have chosen for a major and help lntegrate them into their
respective scholarly communities.

We remind the Senate that the Writing Competency
Examination requirement was initiated in 1978 as
a workable system when a return to requlred writing
courses appeared impracticable. Before the dropping
of required wrlting in 1970, the Department of English
Language & Literat~re had more than 50 members. Wheh
required composltion ended, the department shrank to
~ts present size of 30 fulltime facu~ty.
Thus in 1978
return to required writing courses seemed practically
and financially imposslble.

~~I's

Question: But doesn't the present Writing Competency Examination
graduation requirement fulfill all these needs?
The Writing Competency Examination requirement itself was a
response in 1978 to concerns of vNI faculty regarding the decline
in quallty of of student writing since 1970. In the six years of
its existence the Writing Competency requirement has ll provided
a check-point for evaluating student writing, and; 2) brought
(inescapably! to each student's consciousness the necessity for
competent writing.
The Writing Competency Examination, however, was never intended
as a panacea for all student wrlting woes. Although it was
created as a graduation requirement, many faculty and departments
would have preferred it land, lndeed, have even employed itJ as
an entrance requirement to majors.
In addition, a growing concern within the Department of English
Language & Literature has been the awareness that the exam relies
on a single writing sample to assess student writing, when
current research stresses the importance of students learning to
write competently ln a variety of modes to a variety of
audiences. The Writing Competency can never be a substitute for
lnstructlon and practlce in these modes, instruction and practice
from which, we believe, our students would immeasurably profit.

Today, however, recent compositlon research and public
demand have served to make writing instruction a top
educational priority.

~

..
APPENDIX B

1111

University of Northern Iowa
Department of Chemistry

Cedar Falls, Iowa 50614
Telephone (319) 273·2437

James G. Hartin
Vice President and Provost
University of Northern Iowa

January 29, ]985

Dear Jim:
Pursuant to my motion that the request concerning
the re-location of the nepartment of Econom1cs be returned
for additional information and documentation, which was
approved at the January 28, 1985 University Faculty Senate
meeting, I am writin r to clarify the situation for you.
This is a decision involvin~ ~ change in the academic
ali~nme~t of the university. Ruch a decision requires, in
my judgment, careful consideration of a numher of factors.
It was my view that the letter and accompanyinE page from
Senate Minutes #1249 that you sent to the Senate did not
provide sufficient rationale for making such a careful
consideration. For that reason, I made the motion that was
passed.
It will expedite the deliberations of the ·~nate on
this request to know the following:
1. Kho initiated this request?

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of such
a re-alignment for all three academic units involved?
3. To what extent are the disndvnnte~es suffiClently
mitigated hy the edvantagos, relative to all three
academic units, to warrant the grantinr. of this
request?
4. How is the proposed re-ali~nment reflective of
current arran~ements and p,eneral trends at other
institutions across the nation?
S. How does this request relate to the orip,inal
philosophY and rationale that was used in placing
the department in its present location?
6. What impact will the granting of this request have
on the philosophy of the department and its role as
an academic unit involved in liberal arts education?
7. To what extent have all three academic units been
involved in the decision to make this request and
what has been the nature of the deliberations involved?

James G. Martin
January 29, 1985
Page 2
Perhaps there are other matters that will require additional
information as the request comes hefore the Senate. These will
presumably become apparent at the appropriate time.
It seems clear to me that the Senate can only discharge
its proper role in passing its judgment on an academic issue
such as this if it is provided with a proposal and rationale
that specify the type of information requested. Otherwise, it
will be left to seek this information during its deliberations
wh ich could create unnecessary delay and confusion.
The Senate will appreciate your assistance in providing
the suggested information.

s{?a:£
Paul E. Rider
Professor (Senate Alternate)
c: Jerry Stockdale, Faculty Chair
Vl>!yra Boots, Faculty Senate Chair
Wylie Anderson
Dean Morin
Dean Waller
President Curris
Erwin Richter

